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INTRODUCTION
The Palk Bay, 1 a relatively shallow stretch of sea between India and Sri Lanka, has of (Scholtens et al., 2012) .
In August 2010, the Alliance for Release of Innocent Fishermen (ARIF) on the Indian side, along with the National Fishermen's Solidarity Organisation (NAFSO) countries. The article examines this negotiation process, which concluded with the August 2010 meeting and an agreement. The basic underlying assumption by the was that the Palk Bay is a common resource that can be managed collectively by the actually the second in line. An earlier meeting took place in 2004 (Vivekanandan, 2004) , when there was relative peace in the northern districts of Sri Lanka due to a The aim of this article is partly to analyse why this is so. Two major arguments are presented. First, it appears that despite cultural and historical connectedness and assumptions of a common identity of occupation and 'Tamilness' that underlay the faith in a common property solution among these 'brothers at sea', the inequities between (state/province and nation in addition to locality) to defend their particular interests in the process, further undermining a possible commons solution. The result, as in the present case, may be that everyone remains, literally, at sea, clueless about a viable solution.
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)
The article is divided into several major sections. The next section introduces the collective action and politics of scale literature as a backdrop to analysing the limits of the August 2010 Agreement. Following brief details of research methodology, we Palk Bay. Several further sections engage with the two main conceptual arguments, namely the limits to community and the manner in which the politics of scale further impedes collective action. We conclude by arguing for a stronger institutional process across scales to reinforce transboundary local initiatives. Hardin (1968) theorised the 'Tragedy of the Commons', in which individual grazers in the course of maximising self-interest collectively degrade the common pastures. This continues to be the starting point for common property theorists. Two major strands exist within the broad literature on common property resources aimed at maximisers can, and frequently do, come up with collective institutional arrangements that prevent the tragedy from occurring.
THEORY OF COLLECTIVE ACTION AND SCALAR DYNAMICS
2 This literature is grounded in game theory, new institutional economics and rational choice collective action theory (Agrawal & Goyal, 2001; Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001; Ostrom, 1998; . The second strand of literature takes the perspective that individuals are guided by principles and/or social responsibilities that shape their individual behaviour (Jentoft & McCay, 1995; Jentoft et al., 2010; Pretty, 2003) . This approach focuses more on common norms and identities and privileges the role of society over the role of individuals. The two strands of literature are to some extent two sides of the same coin because both aim to understand the behaviour of the 'collective of users' involved. Both approaches have made academics and policy-makers look more carefully for traits among resource users and their institutions that contribute to collective governance.
user groups in managing common resources was explicitly recognised by the 1980s (Berkes, 1989) . 'community', a term frequently applied to indicate the collective of common pool resource users. Agrawal (1999, p. 101) makes the important distinction between community as a form of social organisation and a form of shared understanding.
When community is analysed as a form of shared understanding, one effectively glosses over inherent heterogeneity and power differences within this community. Agrawal (1999) suggests that by looking at community as a social organisation one is able to engage with the the community and hence can also treat it as a political entity. Another critique of community-centric analyses is that viewing communities as discrete units blurs the linkages that these units have with other parts of society. This brings us to the scalar nature of social relations (Herod, 2003) . Scale, like space, is a social construct (Benda-Beckmann et al., 2009, p. 3), a 'relational, power laden and contested construction that actors strategically engage with, in order to legitimise or challenge existing power relations' (Leitner et al., 2008, p. 158) . 6 This means that scale, rather than being an ontologically given entity, is itself a product of social and political processes and interactions. The 'politics of scale' literature helps to engage and analyse these nuances of social interactions and has been used in a variety of contexts. 7 Here we make use of the distinction between spaces of dependence and spaces of engagement. According to Cox (1998, p. 2), spaces of dependence are those 'more or less localised social relations upon which people depend for the realisation of essential interests and for which there are no substitutes elsewhere:
engagement, on the other hand, are larger networks of social relationships over wider spatial scales that help secure the 'conditions for continued existence' (Cox, 1998, p. 2) . In the context of the Palk Bay, we refer to three scales: the local, the regional and the national. The local includes the areas in which the Nadu and its apparatuses under the federal system in India. The national or central refers to the Union Government of India and its machinery.
We then use the 'politics of scale' analysis as proposed by Cox (1998) This dynamism, coupled with the different identities of the actors at various scales, undermines any efforts to build a consensus among local users of the commons.
METHODOLOGY
It is beyond the scope of this article to undertake the above analysis from both the Sri Lankan and Indian perspective. Hence, the present analysis has been largely restricted that falls under a larger project in the region that aims to understand and contribute These discussions were informal and focused on the negotiations and developments thereafter. Inputs were also received from civil society representatives who facilitated the negotiation process.
The authors also analysed how both the English and vernacular press in India to the role of civil society in the process. Our ultimate aim was to see how various actors perceived the August 2010 Agreement. Our analysis of the negotiations was not just in terms of outcomes, but also with attention to the process, examining how particular actors were embedded within it. Moreover, the August 2010 Agreement was Indo-Sri Lankan relations.
THE PALK BAY: UNDERSTANDING THE FISHING CONFLICT
the Bay (Jayasinghe, 2003; Hornell, 1922) . Post-Independence, the area has been the controversial bilateral agreement in 1974 (Suryanarayan, 2005) . Most importantly, Sri Lankan waters (Scholtens et al., 2012; Vivekanandan, 2004) .
The post-Independence inception of trawling in India precipitated a long series boats shores. The 'trawl wars' that took place in Tamil Nadu in the late 1970s and early
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1980s are a prime example of this (Bavinck, 2001; Subramanian, 2003; 2009) as are southern the fact that and artisanal and appropriate a disproportionate share of available resources. 11 Such technical incompatibility is exacerbated by the fact that the trawl sector has created a new turn, has created further economic pressures and interests that will also impact on bargaining and negotiation processes (Kurien, 1978) . 80 are missing at sea. 13
to get Sri Lanka to stop these killings, but to no avail (Subramanian, 2007) . Second, Bay. Fishers from both sides have acknowledged that previously, before the introduction from both countries at the St Antony's church at Katchatheevu Island is a much cited example of such cordial relationship. The island became a part of Sri Lanka in 1974 after a complex set of negotiations between the two countries (Suryanarayan, 2005) .
However, in Tamil Nadu, many people believe that the island should be a part of as highlighted later.
Finally, there is the important matter of the civil war. Throughout the war period, there was immense sympathy among Indian Tamils for the Tamils of Sri Lanka, who were felt to be victims of severe domestic discrimination. Sympathy for Tamils is part of a wider discourse of Sinhalese atrocities against Tamils (Krishna, 1999) , which not so much of Indian trawlers. Though recently this interpretation has begun to shift, it still holds considerable force. as purse seining (a method of caught using a purse-like net) and pair trawling (trawling using two boats) and going too close to the Sri Lankan shore.
India had its own unique problems of the different Tamil Nadu districts were given different restrictions on how close they could come to the Sri Lankan shores
Lankan coast near Mannar due to the limited territorial waters available to them in India, while trawlers from other centres were nautical miles from the Sri Lankan shore.
Another important outcome of the August 2010 Meeting was a promise made by the incidence of trawling. that 11), it condition that they do not come too close to the shore (5 nautical miles) and do not use pair trawling. The Indians agreed to this. While this was an agreement leaders, the leaders wanted their respective governments to endorse the agreement. This is where the politics of scale kick in.
PROBING 'THE COMMUNITY'
The August 2010 Agreement was a collective, civil society-led initiative aimed at resolving 'community' or collective of Palk Bay users to help answer that question. The foundation for whatever agreement was to come about was to be a sense of 'shared understanding' identity, their 'Tamilness'. Frequent invocations of and appeals to a common Tamil identity were indeed made in the course of the gatherings of August 2010. Both sides were often seen referring to each other as Udan Perva Sagodargal, literally translated as brothers, but not born from the same mother, or as having an umbilical cord relationship (thoppil kodi uravu) when trying to reach out to one another during the August 2010
Tamil refugees from Sri Lanka cross over to India during the war.
Especially scholars from India (Gupta, 2007) (Bavinck, 2005) . invariably takes priority and is analysed as a given entity without actually engaging with other processes across scales which affect both the local and other dimensions. They suggest that to understand processes at various scales one has to examine the politics behind these interactions. Making use of the distinction between 'spaces of dependence' and 'spaces of engagement' (Cox, 1998) grounds were nation-state in Island was 'theirs' (meaning it belonged to India) or at least that it was common and should be both 'local' as well as 'national' identities in their negotiations, which then became contradictory at times. The national interest and identity may not be best or suitable for the local different identities engaging with Sri to both state and central governments with regard to issues such as harassment by the Sri Lankan Navy and retrieving the island of Katchatheevu. However, these acts negotiations, as we illustrate below.
MOVING ACROSS SPATIAL SCALES: THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY
The post-Agreement phase has also been characterised by acts of jumping scale.
issue of harassment and shooting by the Sri Lankan navy, something picked up by the media as well, but have also lobbied extensively to get the state government to police complaints, speaking to the media and meeting ministers. They have also demanded compensation from the regional government for loss of life/injury.
Jumping to a broader spatial scale, they have reminded the Indian government (mostly by getting the regional government to pressure the Centre) that they are Indian citizens and that the Centre should ensure that Sri Lanka adheres to the existing laws of detention rather than 18 In February 2011, the Centre had to intervene to Lankan authorities. In a sense, these of law (that of 'illegally' crossing into Sri Lanka) as the government intervened. to the extent of writing a petition to the Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu (Scholtens et al., 2012) .
their respective nation-state, has complicated the process of coming to an internal agreement because of a that Indian trawl livelihoods. On the Indian side, the sense of injustice is related to the damage caused to both gear and lives by the Sri Lankan navy.
The act of jumping scales is not a one-way process (Cox, 1998) . The state also responds to activities at the local level by supporting some such activities, going down the scale ladder. It is important here to understand that the 'state' itself is multi-scalar and behaves or reacts differently at different levels. As mentioned earlier, the Indian state (both central and state level) had in August 2004 supported ARIF's efforts with regard to the dialogue process (Vivekanandan, 2004) . However, the 2010 visit was not endorsed fully by the Indian government. 21 The Sri Lankan government had initially shown keen interest in the entire process, but postAgreement did not indicate much excitement. This, we argue, is due to the fact that any endorsement of the community dialogue would have meant compromising on the territorial sovereignty of the nation, as the Agreement explicitly recognised Despite these contradictory tensions, the indication is that both nation-states, more so India, were eager to may be attributed to the fact that India stands to gain more on account of a less rigid border. The uneven support by the two countries, however, might not be conducive for a successful community-led initiative.
CONCLUSION
pluralist perspective (Bavinck, 2005) . (mātsyanyāya), according to which a responsible ruler ought to prevent the big 3. It is to be noted that the three-dimensional nature of the medium and the complex nature of resources makes the marine environment different from other commons. For detailed discussion on spatial aspects of the marine environment, see Steinberg (1999) . 4. See Bavinck (2001 Bavinck ( , 2011a 2011b) ; Berkes (2006); Jentoft (2000) ; Jentoft & McCay (1995); Jentoft et al. (1998); Marston (2000) ; Pinkerton (1989). 5. See Guijt & Shah (1998) ; Jeffery & Sunder (1999); Meinzen-Dick et al. (2004) and O'Reilly (2011). 6. See also Dukes (2007: 16) and Smith (1992: 76) . 7. See particularly Agnew (1997) ; Lebel et al. (2005) ; Smith (1992) ; Swyngedouw (1997 and ). 8.
authors have a long history of research on natural resource dynamics in South Asia, 9.
districts of Thiruvarur, Thanjavur, Pudukkotai and Ramanathpuram as given in the CMFRI (2010) data. 10. For details, see Bavinck (2001; ; Ram (1991) ; Subramanian (2003 ; 2009 
